Intimate relationships are important and affect many essential aspects of our lives.
To give just a few examples, the quality of our intimate relationships is strongly related to life satisfaction (Gustavson, Røysamb, Borren, Torvik, & Karevold, 2016) , mental health (Whitton & Whisman, 2010) , and physical health (Holt-Lunstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010) . Given the importance of intimate relationships and the ubiquity of online communication, whether and how these new forms of communication affect intimate relationship functioning is a critical question.
We know of no studies that specifically address online communication and intimate relationships. There are studies, however, that focus on relationship variables, such as closeness and satisfaction, in social relationships more generally; these studies focus primarily on Facebook.
tudies examining the effect of social media on relationship focus primarily of the effects of Facebook specifically and on social relationships generally.
1. Aron, Mashek, & Aron, 2004 FB affects relationship closesness In this study, we conceptualize closeness as a subjective experience of intimacy, emotional affinity, and psychological bonding with another person (see) 2. Papp 2012 Facebook profile choices played a role in the overall functioning of the relationship, with males' indications of a partnered status linked with higher levels of their own and their partners' (marginal) relationship satisfaction, and females' displays of their partner in their profile picture linked with higher levels of their own and their partners' relationship satisfaction. Finally, male and female reports of having had disagreements over the Facebook relationship status was associated with lower level of females' but not males' relationship satisfaction, after accounting for global verbal conflict. Thus, the findings point to the unique contribution of Facebook disagreements to intimate relationship functioning.
Next, how dating partners portrayed their relationships held importance for relationship functioning, with both males' displays of a partnered status and females' inclusion of their partner in the profile picture linked to greater relationship satisfaction 3. Ledbetter 2011: will use below, but can cite here that online communication (via FB) affects rel. closeness trait-like attitudes toward online communication predict Facebook and offline communication, with these constructs then predicting relational closeness.
4. Przybylski & Weinstein, 2013 . Presence of mobile devices shape relationship qualitykind of far afield, as it examines live relationship quality but might use to cite that online communication is bad. Mere presence of a device (not owned by either person) affected the development of intimacy and closeness in dyads (not known to each other before)
Recent advancements in communication technology have enabled billions of people to connect over great distances using mobile phones, yet little is known about how the frequent presence of these devices in social settings influences face-to-face interactions. In two experiments, we evaluated the extent to which the mere presence of mobile communication devices shape relationship quality in dyadic settings. In both, we found evidence they can have negative effects on closeness, connection, and conversation quality. These results demonstrate that the presence of mobile phones can interfere with human relationships, an effect that is most clear when individuals are discussing personally meaningful topics.
Hall & Baym, 2011 -use of mobile phones good and bad for relationships
Results suggest that increased mobile phone use for the purpose of relational maintenance has contradictory consequences for close friendships. Using mobile phones in close relationships increased expectations of relationship maintenance through mobile phones. Increased mobile maintenance expectations positively predicted dependence, which increased satisfaction, and positively predicted overdependence, which decreased satisfaction. Additionally, entrapment, the guilt and pressure to respond to mobile phone contact, uniquely predicted dissatisfaction.
Baym 2007
However, the proportion of face-to-face, telephone and internet communication in a relationship did not predict relational quality.This suggests that mediation neither improves nor detracts from relational satisfaction and closeness 7. Sheldon 2011 -another mixed finding more frequent Facebook usage paradoxically correlates with more relatedness satisfaction (connection) and more relatedness dissatisfaction (disconnection
Goodman Deane 2016
Results indicate that richer communication methods, which include non-verbal cues, were positively associated with both overall satisfaction with life and satisfaction with relationships. These methods included face-to-face communication, and phone and video calls. Conversely, more restricted methods, such as text messaging and instant messaging, were negatively associated with both variables. Social networking was negatively associated with overall satisfaction, but not with satisfaction with relationships.
The study found that richer communication methods, which include non-verbal cues, are associated with greater life and relationship satisfaction. These include face-to-face communication, video calls and phone calls. Conversely, more restricted methods, such as text messaging and instant messaging were associated with decreased satisfaction. M
Useful?
Xiaomeng 2017: Facebooking was positively associated with users' psychological wellbeing through online social relationship satisfaction, and simultaneously negatively linked to users' psychological well-being through offline social relationship satisfaction Based on these findings, three theories about how online communication may affect intimate relationships:
1. Multimodal -Makes partners feel closer and more satisfied (ledbetter 2016 uses mediamultiplexity) Ledbetter 2014: media multiplexity theory's claim that multimodality predicts tie strength has garnered impressive empirical support (Baym and Ledbetter, 2009; Hall and Baym, 2012; Ledbetter and Kuznekoff, 2012; Miczo et al., 2011) 2. Detrimental -Makes partners feel less close and less satisfied (called displacement theory on Goodman-Deane 2016 3. Null -doesn't affect feelings of closeness or relationship satisfaction -no effect in intiating relationships or "events that signify a relationship" (Rappleyea et al 2014)
Mixed: Hall & Maym, 2012: Using mobile phones in close relationships increased expectations of relationship maintenance through mobile phones. Increased mobile maintenance expectations positively predicted dependence, which increased satisfaction, and positively predicted overdependence, which decreased satisfaction. Additionally, entrapment, the guilt and pressure to respond to mobile phone contact, uniquely predicted dissatisfaction. Morey et al 2013: Attachment avoidance was related to less frequent phone use and texting, and greater email usage. Electronic communication channels (phone and texting) were related to positive relationship qualities, however, once accounting for attachment, only moderated effects were found. Interactions indicated texting was linked to more positive relationships for highly avoidant (but not less avoidant) participants. Additionally, email use was linked to more conflict for highly avoidant (but not less avoidant) participants. Finally, greater use of a SNS was positively associated with intimacy/support for those higher (but not lower) on attachment anxiety. This study illustrates how attachment can help to explain why the use of specific technology-based communication channels within romantic relationships may mean different things to different people, and that certain channels may be especially relevant in meeting insecurely attached individuals' needs.
May be interactions

Ledbetter 2014 -Facebook communication significantly interacted
with OSD and OSC to predict interdependence. It is worth noting that the interaction effect for OSC approached statistical significance (p < .06) and therefore should be interpreted with some caution; yet, it is also worth remembering that interaction effects are more difficult to detect than main effects (Cohen et al., 2003) and thus a more liberal standard of statistical significance may be warranted. Decomposition of the interaction effect revealed that Facebook communication was positively associated with interdependence only when OSD or OSC were high. In other words, Facebook communication predicted greater tie strength when the participant held positive attitudes about the relational value of online communication. This pattern of effects suggests media multiplexity theory offers an incomplete account as long as it does not incorporate the cognitions of the communicator (Haythornthwaite, 2005) . In the remainder of this discussion, we will tentatively outline an extension of the theory that is consistent with the obtained Ledbetter 2011? Generally, early online communication research claims that the very nature of mediated communication (i.e., as a medium impoverished in nonverbal cues) serves to weaken online interpersonal ties (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986) . However, subsequent theoretical development (e.g., Walther & Burgoon, 1992) challenges this conclusion, arguing that the human capacity for creativity fosters use of online communication that can equal, or even exceed, the quality of face-to-face communication (Walther, 1996) . To figure this out we asked college students in dating relationships to refrain from online communication to see whether it affected there sense of closeness compared to folks who didn't refrain from online communication. Based on Sheldon 2011; asked to refrain from FB use for 48 hours (Study 3 examines the effects of depriving participants of Facebook use for 48 hr. Further supporting the 2-process view, connection decreased, but disconnection was unaffected during the deprivation period; however, those who became more disconnected during the deprivation period engaged in more Facebook use during a 2nd, unconstrained 48-hr period, whereas changes in connection did not predict later use) Need to justify just using these dimensions from online attitudes scale. Dimension 2: Apprehension 8. I feel awkward when communicating online. 9. I feel apprehensive about communicating online. 10. I cannot think clearly when I communicate online. 11. The lack of nonverbal cues (such as eye contact, facial expressions, etc.) in e-mail makes me feel uncomfortable. 12. I feel tense and nervous when communicating online. 13. It bothers me that I cannot see people when communicating online. 14. My words become confused and jumbled when I try to communicate online. Students enrolled in general psychology classes in a private university on the west coast were recruited via a psychology department participation pool (n =XX). Students who indicated that (recruiting criteria) on a prescreening questionnaire were eligible for the study. XXX of the participants failed to complete the questionnaire fully (failed to come to follow-up), yielding a final sample size of 77. Of these, XX% were women and XX% were men. This gender distribution is consistent with the gender make-up of the general psychology classes. Participants received course credit for participation.
Participation in the pool was not mandatory; an alternate assignment was available for students who did not wish to participate.
Procedure
Before beginning the study, IRB approval was obtained. All students in general psychology classes were invited to log onto a participation pool website and filled out a series of eligibility questions. Based on these responses, eligible students were (scheduled for two lab sessions, 48 hours apart). At the first lab session, participants read an informed consent form that explained all aspects of the experiment, including the possibility they may be asked to refrain from online communication with their dating partner for the next 48 hours and that they could withdraw from the study at any time and/or skip any questions and still receive course credit for participating. Students then filled out online questionnaires, which began with a consent form. These points were reiterated verbally by the researcher who encouraged participants who may have been unwilling to refrain from online communication with their dating partner for 48 hours to withdraw from the study and receive credit at that time. No participants withdrew from the study. Participants filled out a series of online questionnaires assessing demographics, attitudes toward online communication, and relationship satisfaction and closeness.
Participants included X men and X women, OTHER DEMOGRAPHICS HERE.
While participants completed the questionnaires, experimenters randomly assigned them to conditions by pulling a number from an envelope containing all numbers between 1 and 85; the numbers were not replaced after being pulled. Odd numbers indicating the experimental condition and even numbers the control condition.
Participants assigned to the experimental condition were met by a research assistant on the way out and given instructions about the next 48 hours. They were verbally instructed to refrain from using texting or online messaging in any form, emailing, or using apps like Snapchat and Instagram with their dating partner. They were also asked to refrain from using Facebook for any reason, including checking notifications, messages or posting pictures, status updates, etc. Facebook was restricted entirely to prevent participants from inadvertently being exposed to information about their partners.
Participants were told they were permitted to speak with their partner on the phone or in person and to send letters written on paper. Skype was also permitted as long as the audio feature was enabled. Participants were given the same instructions in writing on a card for reference. Participants in the control condition were told they should continue to communicate per usual with the dating partner. All participants were reminded to return in 48 hours to complete a follow-up set of questionnaires. At Time 2, all participants 
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics for all variables can be seen in Table 1 along with independent-samples t-tests evaluating whether there were any initial between-group differences in relationship ratings and attitudes about online communication. There were no significant differences in any of the measures between the experimental and treatment groups at Time 1. At Time 2, the manipulation was checked by asking participants in the experimental group how often they used online communication with their dating partner in the past two days on a scale of 1 (a lot less than usual) to 5 (a lot more than usual).
Thirty-seven participants in the experimental condition (n = 39) reported that they used online communication somewhat less than usual or a lot less than usual; twenty-nine reported that they used online communication a lot less than usual. COMPARE TO CONTROL CONDITION?
Results
Correlations among all variables can be seen in Table 2 
